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CHAPTER I
PROB1..BM

This study was undertaken to
(l)

a~

two questions;

Do different leader ship styles lead to different degrees

of attitude change?

(2)

Do different leadership styles

lead to different levels of morale?

In order to answer

these questions, the effects of four types of leadership
(participatory, authoritarian, supervisory, and laissezfaire) upon the attitudes and morale of members of small
groups

~e

studied.

Also investigated were the effects ot

a leaderless group discussion upon attitute change and morale.
The changing of attitudes through group discussions in which

those attitudes were discussed was investigated, the independent variable being the leadership style employed by
the person leading the discussion.

Assuming, for the moment,

that different leadership styles do lead to different levels

ot attitude change and morale, the problem then becomes one
of determinin9 the specific effects of specific types of
leadership_

This study, therefore, was designed to discover

which specific types of leadership lead to the greatest degree
1

2

of attitude ohange, the smallest degxee of attitude change,
the

highes~

level of morale, the lowest level of morale, and

so on.
The

~erm

"attitude" is somewhat vague, as is the term

"opinion, tI and, as tu as this study is ooncerned, the term
"opinion change tt could be substitutec1 for and could be used
interchangeably with the term. "attitude change."

The term

''morale tt is also an ambiguous term, but for the purposes

ot this study, it may

be considered to be the equivalent of

the term ttsatisiaction," the satisfaction of the individual
in the group rathex than ot the group as a whole.
Diftel'ent experimenters have detined the leadership
styles referred to above in somewhat different ways, the
term "authoritarian leadership," for example, meaning some ...
what different things to different experimenters.

It is,

therefore, necessary to specify the meanings of the terms.,
used to designate the various leadership styles from the
point of view of this particular study.
The leaders were selected at random from the subjects
in each group and were given instructions, the specific
instructions given being dependent upon the particular leadership style the leader

~as

to amploy.
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The leaderless group discussions were simply discussions
in which no leaders were appointed, although no attempt was

made to

informal l.ader. from emerging.

~event

In the

laissez-fai~e

condition, leaders were appointed,

and the appointments were known to all member s of the groups
involved, but the leaders were told, in private, that they
were leaders in name only.

These leaders were, therefore,

instructed to participate in the discussions but not to
attempt to lead or supervise their groups in any way, being
instructed, in short, to function only as ordinary members
of their groups.
The supervisory leaders were given supervisory functions,
e.g. seeing to it that the task was performed with reasonable
expedition and efficiency,

bu~

they were instructed not to

participate in the discussions, i.e. they were instructed
not to

e~ess

their personal opinions or preferences in

regard to the subject of the discussions.
The participatory leaders were instructed both to supervise and participate in the group discussions.

Their super-

visory functions were identical with those of the supervisory
leaders, the difference between the two leadership styles

4

consisting in the tact that the participatory leaders were
instructed to participate in the discussions as well as to
supervise them.

The participatory leaders in this study

functioned in ways basically similar to the ways in which
democratic leaders have functioned in other studies.

The

participatory leaders were not asked to pnrticip&te in the
diccussions to a greater extent that the other members of
their groups.

Their supervisory functions; were not overly

restrictive or authoritarian.

The same applies to the super-

visory functions of the supervisory leaders.
The authoritarian leaders were given the same supervisory functions as the supervisory and participatory leaders,
with one important additions

they were given the responsi-

bility ot making the tinal decisions concerning the tasks
on which their groups were working.

They were also told

that they were to participate in the discussions to a greater
extent than the other members of their groups.

Thus, what

this study has chosen to call authoritarian leadership is
roughly equivalent to what other studies have called autocratic, authoritarian, directive, or restrictive leadership.
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Summarizing what has been said about the five experimental conditions, it may be said that:

(l) The leaderless

group discussions had no appointed leaders, but informal
leaders were allowed to emerge; (2) the laissez-fair leaders
were instructed to participate in the discussions but not
to supervise them; (3)

the supervisory leaders were instructed

to supervise but not to participate; (4) the participatory
leaders were istructed both to supervise and to participate;
and (5) the authoritarian leaders were instructed to superparticipate and to engage in rather directive supervision.
The instructions given to the leaders are described in detail
in the section on experimental

necessary

~o

~ocedure.

However, it was

empirically define, at the outset, the meaning

of the terms used in this study ia order to clarify this
study's theoretical bases and to specify this study.s use
of terms which are rather vague and amorphous.
The relation of this study to the much discussed question
of leadership in social groups and organizations in general
and industrial organizations in particular is obvious.
Changes in behavior, unless they are coerced, must always
be preceded by changes in attitudes.

A company, for example,
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which introduces technological changes necessitating new
work methods is faced with the task of inducing behavioral
changes in its employees.

These behavioral changes can be

brought about most effectively by changing the attitudes of
the employees involved by methods which induce the greatest
attitude change with the greatest possible morale or satisfaction on the part of the employees.

~Vhat

has been said

concerning industrial organizations is true of social organizations in general.

Both the practical and theoretical

significance of this studh are therefore obvious.
The present studh is closely related to a study by
Prestion and Heintz (1949), which also studied attitude
change and morale as functions of leadership style, but which
involved only two types of leadership:
supervisory.

participatory and

The study by Preston and Heintz served as the

model for the present study, despite the addition of three
experimental conditions and despite a number of other differences between the two studies. especially as regards the
measurement of morale and the statistical analysis of the
data.

CHAPTER II
REVIBW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

A number of studies which are related to the present
study may now be considered.

The methodology of those studies

which had educational or academic settings differs somewhat
from the non-educi. tional studies, but the general principles
are the same for in the educationally-oriented studies the
teacher or instructor is the leader of the group.

The

educational studies are, therefore, quite relevant to the
questions which are being considered.

Below are presented,

in chronological order, six non-educational studies which
found differences in degree of attitude change due to differences in leadership style.
Preston and Ikdntz (1949) comiucted a study of attitude
change and morale in relation to leadership style.

In this

study 83 college students Vlere asked to rank 12 potential
presidential nominees in their own individual orders of
preference.

Groups of four or five subjects were then formed

with either participatory or supervisory leaders.

Group

rankings" final individual rankings, and responses to c.
7
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questionnaire designed to measure morale were then secured.
It was found that participatory leadership was more effective
than supervisory leadership in changing attitudes and that
participatory subjects had higher morale than did supervisory subjects.
Sheldon and Landsman (1950) divided 28 students in
academic difficulty into two groups, one group being conducted in a nondirective manner and the other group being
conducted in the traditional manner.

It was found, at the

end of the semester, that the nondirective group made better
grades than the group which had received group therapy in
the traditional manner and that, after one year, 25% of the
nondirective group had left school, whereas 47% of the group
conducted in the traditional manner had done so.
Levine and Butler (1952) conducted a study in whiclJ
29 supervisors were randomly divided into three groups of
9, 9 and 11.

One of the gr.oups was given a lecture on the

subject of merit rating.

The second group engaged in a group

discussion dealing with the same subject.
the control group, received no instruction.

The third group,
The instruction

given to the two experimental groups was intended to change
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the behavior of the supervisors in those groups in such a
way that they would rate the employee rather than the job,
as they had previously had a tendency to do.

(More specif-

ically, the tendency which the instruction was intended to
correct involved giving a high merit rating to an employee
performing a highly skilled job and a low merit rating to
an employee performing a relatively unskilled job.)

The

effects of the different types of instruction were measured
by comparing the average merit rating for each of the three
groups before and after instruction.

It was found that the

supervisors in the discussion group changed their behavior
to a greater extent than did the supervisors in the lecture
group and that the behavior of the supervisors in the concontrol group was virtually

unchan~ed.

Hare (1953) conducted a study in which the effects of
supervisory and participatory leadership on group judgment
were compared.

The subject·s were l3-year -old boys divided

into groups of five each.

It was found that participatory

leadership led to more attitude change than did supervisory
leadership.
Torrance and r·1ason (1956) compared indigenous leaders
to outsiders in regard to their effects on the production
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of changes in attitudes and behavior.

It was found that

aircraft commanders, who served as indigenous leaders, were
able to bring about a greater change in attitudes than could
instructors, who were outsiders.
In a study by Kipnis (1958) 35 groups of four to eight
fifth- and sixth-grade pupils met with a leader who tried
to change their attitudes regarding comic books.

Partici-

patory leadership and a lecture style of leadership were
employed.

In some conditions the leader threatened to punish

noncompliance.
ditions.

In all, there were six experimental con-

Participatory leadership was found to induce more

attitude change than lecture leadership.
was associated with neutral

pow~r

When the leader

or power to reward com-

pliance.
Rasmussen (1956) found differences in degree of attitude
change due to differences in leadership style in an educationally-oriented study.

In this study the effects of student-

centered and instructor-centered learning situations were
compared.

Immediately after the course had ended, a ques-

tionnaire was administered.

It was found that student-

centered groups estimated that their attitudes had changed
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more and that their classes had been more interesting.

Six

months after completion of the course, the student-centered
groups estimated a greater degree of behavioral change as a
result of having taken the course than did the instructorcentered groups.
Three studies were examined which did not find that the
degree of attitude change was dependent upon leadership style.
These studies are described below, the first two studies
being non-educational studies, and the third study having an
academic setting.
Bennett (1955) conducted an experiment in which there
was an attempt to increase the willingness of psychology
students to serve as subjects in psychological experiments.
It was found that group discussion, public commitment, lectures, and non-committal statements all led to approximately
the same degree of attitude change.
Beran, Albert, Loiseaux, Mayfield, and Wright (1958)
conducted a study using two experimental groups of four
jury panels, each with high and low leader prestige and
autocratic and democratic leadership respectively.

A mock

trial of an accident case was conducted in order to determine
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the effects of the prestige and leadership style of the
jury foremen upon the decisions of the jury.

It was found

that all of the jury panels returned the same verdict.
OiVesta (1954) conducted a study in which instruction
in human relations was given to two experimental groups, one
group of which was taught by lectures, this being the instructor-centered group, and one group was taught through
group discussions, this being the student-centered group_
There was also a control group, which received no instruction.

It was found that both experimental groups showed

approximately the same degree of attitude change.
Most, but not all, of the studies which have been reviewed found that differences in leadership style led to
differences in degree of

attitu~e

change.

As for the studies

which did not find differences in attitude change, it is
quite possible that the experimental manipulation in these
cases simply didn't work, i.e. the experiments were poorly
designed.

This explanation is quite tenable considering

that significant differences were found in a wide variety
of experimental situations which utilized a large number of
different leadership styles, e.g. participatory, sllpervisory,

:1

1
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nondirective, lecture, student-centered, instructor-centered
etc.

It is, however, impossible, on the basis of previous

studies, to formulate hypotheses concerning the precise ranks
of the different types of leadership in regard to degree of
attitude change.

In other words, there is not sufficient

data to formulate hypotheses as to which leadership style
leads to the greatest degree of attitude change, the second
greatest degree of attitude change, and so on.

This is es-

pecially true when one considers that the leadership styles
employed in the present study are not equivalent to the
leadership styles employed in previous studies of attitude
change.

Thus, the evidence provided by previous studies

appears to indicate that different types of leadership lead
to different degrees of attitude change, but the evidence
does not permit the formulation of hypotheses concerning
comparisons of the relative effects of specific leadership
styles on degree of attitude change.

It is, therefore. not

possible to hypothesize, for example, that laissez-faire
leadership leads to a greater degree of attitude change than
authoritarian leadership.

With these considerations in

mind, the following hypothesis may be stated:

Different
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leadership styles result in differences in degree of attitude
change.
Having considered the question of attitude change in
relation to leadership style, it is now necessary to consider
the question of morale and leadership style.

Two studies

which dealt with attitude change also dealt with morale,
namely the studies by Preston and Heintz (1949) and Rasmussen
(1956).

These studies have already been reviewed, and it

would now be well to pass on to a consideration of those
studies which dealt with morale only in relation to leader ...
ship style.

Before describing these studies, it must be

noted that a r.umber of these studies can be considered as
concerning themselves with "morale" only if that term is
rather broadly defined, at least as broadly defined as is
the term "satisfaction."
A number of non-educational studies which found differences in morale due to differences in leadership style may
now be considered. (in chronological order)
Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) studies five groups
of lO-year-old children who were placed successively under
autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership.

It
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was found that aggression, apathy, and hostility were much
greater in the autocratic condition than in the other two
conditions.
Lippitt (1940) studies two groups consisting of five
members each of fifth- and sixth-grade children and an adult
leader.

In one group the leader functioned in an authoritar-

ian manner, and in the other group the leader functioned in
a democratic manner.

Members of the authoritarian group

attempted to resist the leader's power, and it was found that
there was a significantly greater degree of hostility and
conflict between members of the authoritarian group than
between members of the democratic group.
Bavelas (1942) conducted a study in which a number of
persons were trained for three weeks in leadership techniques.
These leaders shifted from authoritarian to democratic leadership methods.

This shift produced in the members of their

groups greater cooperation; enthusiasm, self-discipline,
and efficiency.

The shift from authoritarian to democratic

leadership also improved the morale of the leaders, producing
in them greater enthusiasm and a greater feeling of solidarity

with the group.

It was concluded that, because the leader
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is an important part of the group. changes in leadership
behavior affect the morale of the group as a whole.
Lippitt and White (1943) studies four groups of lO-yearold boys, five members in each group.

These groups were

clubs which met to engage in hobby activities.

Four adult

leaders were used, these leaders being shifted from one group
to another every six weeks, each leader changing his leadership style at the time of his transition.

Authoritarian,

democratic, and laissez-faire leadership were the leadership
styles employed.

Greater amounts of discontent and aggres-

siveness were found in the authoritarian condition than in
the other two conditions, and a greater degree of friendliness
was found in the democratic condition than in the other two
conditions.
Bovard (1951) found that group-centered leadership,
where verbal interaction was maximized, led to a higher level
of interpersonal affect, as measured by a rating scale for
affect, than did leader-centered leadership, where verbal
interaction was minimized.
A second study by Havard (1952) also dealt with the
question of the effects of group-centered and leader-centered
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leadership in small groqs.

Once again verbal interaction

was maximized in the group-centered group and minimized in
the leader-centered group.

It was concluded that the group-

centered process produced more identification with others,
greater clinical insight into personality dynamics, and
greater communication of feeling than did the leader-centered
process.
Wesch1er, Kahane, and Tannenbaum (19.52) conducted a
study of a naval research laboratory, one division of which
was headed by a permissive leader, the other division being
headed by a restrictive leader.

Interviews were held with

a number of members of the staff and administration, and
persons working in the two divisions participated in an
intensive sociometric questionnaire.

The persons in the

division headed by the permissive leader had higher ratings
than the restrictive group as regards job satisfaction and
perceived morale.
Halpin (1953) conducted a study of the relationship
between two dimensions of 89 aircraft commanders' leadership
behavior (Consideration and Initiating Structure)and evaluations made by (1) members of their own crews, and (2) their
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administrative superiors.

Crew members tended to rate fav-

orably those aircraft commanders who were high on the Consideration dimension, while administrative superiors tended
to rate favorably those aircraft commanders who were high on
the Initiating Structure dimension.

Aircraft commanders who

were high on the Consideration dimension were rated highest
by their crew members on friendship and cooperation and were
preferred by the crew members as their aircraft commanders.
A second study by Halpin (1954) also dealt with the
relationship between the leadership dimensions of Consideration and Initiating Structure and evaluations of leadership
behavior of aircraft commanders by their own crew members
and by their administrative superiors.

Once again it was

found that crew members tended to rate favorably those aircraft commanders who had high Consideration Scores (as
measured by a Satisfaction Index), while administrative
superiors tended to rate favorably those aircraft commanders
with high Initiating Structure scores.
In a study by Singer and Goldman (1954) two groups of
ten reasonably matched schizophrenic patients met for weekly
therapeutic sessions for a period of five months.

One of the
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groups was conducted in an authoritarian manner, with lectures,
and the other group was conducted in a democratic manner,
where free expression and group participation in interpretations and decisions were encouraged.
democratic group

~as

It was found that the

characterized by higher morale and

greater group cohesiveness than the authoritarian group as
regards both actions and verbalization.
Wischmeier (1955) investigated group-centered vs. leadercentered leadership in a study in which 40

sub~ects

of ap-

proximately equal ability in discussions were divided into
eight discussion groups, each group meeting for two sessions
with the same leader.

Each of the groups was either group-

centered or leader-centered. It was concluded that groupcentered groups were characterized by greater cooperation,
greater member involvement, and a friendlier atmosphere than
were leader-centered groups.
Shaw (1955) compared the effects of authoritarian and
non-authoritarian leadership in various communication nets.
It was found that authoritarian leadership produced better
performance and lower morale
erFhip.

tha~

did nonauthoritarian lead-
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Baumgarte1 (1956) made an empirical study of the relationship of the morale of scientists working in a research
laboratory and three styles of leadership.

It was found that

attitudes towards relatively unproductive leaders were approximately the same as attitudes towards more productive
leaders.

Scientists working under participatory leadership

were found to hold more favorable attitudes towards their
leaders than

scien~ists

working under the two other types of

leadership_
Baumgarte1 (1957) investigated the relationship between
the leadership styles of laboratory directors in a government
research organization and the attitudes of scientists working
under those laboratory directors.

Directive, laissez-faire,

and participatory leadership were identified empirically as
the three leadership styles employed.

It was found that

scientists working under participatory leadership held more
favorable attitudes than scientists working under directive
leadership.
Ziller (1957) compared four techniques of group decisionmaking:
tion.

authoritarian, census, chairman, and leader suggesThe subjects were members of 45 aircrews.

The author-

itarian technique of decision-making was found to be the
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technique least preferred by the subjects.
Described below, in chronological order, are four educationally-oriented studies which found differences in morale
due to differences in the types of leadership employed.
Faw (1949) studias 102 students taking a general psychology course, who were divided into a student-centered
group, an instructor-centered group, and an alternatingmethod group.

It was found that in the student-centered

group there was a greater amount of participation of a personalized nature than in the other two groups.
Flanders (1951) investigated social anxiety in experimental learning situations.

He studies the behavior of

students who were working on an achievement task, his data
consisting of records of the students' positive or negative
feelings, their verbal statements, and pulse and palmar skin
resistance.

Behavior by the teacher was either teacher-

centered or learner-centered.

Considerable anxiety was

elicited by teacher-centered behavior, this anxiety being
expressed in the form of apathy, withdrawal, and hostility.
It was also found that learner-centered behavior led to less
anxiety and a greater amount of problem-solving behavior.
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Wispe (1951) conducted a study in which students taking
a social science course were divided into two groups: (1) a
directive group, where the learning situation was highly
structured and oriented toward the subject matter; and (2) a
permissive group, whish was student-centered and relatively
unstructured.

l~fter

completion of the course, a question-

naire, a Sentence Completion Test, and a TAT-type test were
administered to

th~

students.

It was found that while the

students preferred being taught by directive methods, they
enjoyed permissive methods more.
Bills (1952) conducted a study in which one group of
general psychology students was taught by student-centered
methods, and a matched group of general psychology students
was taught by lecture-discussion methods.

The students eval-

uated the course at the end of the semester, and it was
found that the student-centered group had significantly more
positive attitudes towards psychology than the 1ecturediscussion group.
No studies could be found that failed to find differences
in morale due to differences in leadership style.

Thus, the

evidence provided by previous studies justifies the following
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hypothesis:

Differences in leadership styles result in

differences in the level or morale.

Can morc specific

hypotheses be formulated on the basis of the evidence of
previous studies?

The studies reviewed were virtu&lly

unanimous in concluding that the more authoritarian leadership styles studied by previous investigators VIere c&lled
restrictive, directive, leader-centered, z..utocre.tic, etc.
The lesn authoritarian, more democratic,

le~dership

styles

were called participatory, group-centered, student-centered,
permissive, etc.

vJhutever the terms employee, hovl€ver, all

of the studies found

th~t

the more

styles lead to 10'!;lCr levels of
itarian leadership styles.
therefore be stated:

~uthoritarian

mor~le

leadership

the.n the less author-

The following hypothesis can

Authoritarian leadership leads to a

lower level of morale than the other types of leadership,
namely participatory leadership, supervisory leadership,
laissez-faire leadership, and leaderless group discussion.
Hypotheses concerning the specific effects on morale of all
the leadership styles employed in the present study cannot
be formulated, for the evidence is too scanty as regards the
comparative effects of these leadership styles.

Additional
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hypotheses in regard to morale in relation to leadership
style would therefore necessitate going beyond the evidence
provided by previous studies.

CHAPTER III
METHODOL~Y

SUBJECTS
The subjects in the present study were undergraduate
students taking an introductory psychology course at the
Lake Shore Campus of Loyola University.

The majority of the

subjects were 18 years of age and freshmen, although some
were slightly older and were sophomores or juniors.
hundred twenty-nine subjects were used in all.

One

Every attempt

was made to have approximately the same number of subjects
in each of the five conditions and approximately the same
proportion of males to females in each condition.
attempt was, for the mest part, successful.

This

There were

five groups in each condition; two all-male groups and three
all-female groups, each group consisting of four to six
subjects.

The distribution of subjects among the five con-

ditions was as follows:

22 objects in the supervisory con-

dition (10 males and 12 females); 28 subjects in the authoritarian condition (11 males and 17 females); 26 subjects in
the participatory condition (11 males and 16 females); and
26 subjects in the laissez-fiare condition (12 males and
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26

14 females).

Except for the fact that the groups were

either all-male or all-temale, there was a random selection
of sUbjects.
EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDm{E
The experimenter was present during the meetings of each
of the groups.

He explained the nature of the task to the

subjects and gave instructions to the leaders, but did not in
any way take part ill the discussions.
A leader Fas selected at random from the subjects in
each group except in the leaderless groups.

The subjects

in each group were then presented with a list of the names
of ten prominent political figures and were asked to place
these names in an order of preference for President of the
United States.

First place was to be given to the man the

subject most desired for President if an election were to
be held that day and the man were to be elected to a four
year term; second place was to be given to the man who was
the subject's second preference, and so on for each of the
ten men.

The names given to the subjects were as follows:

Barry Goldwater, Hubert Humphrey, Lyndon Johnson, Robert
Kennedy, Richard Nixon, Nelson Rockefeller, George [(oroney,
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William Scranton, Adlai Stevenson, and Robert Taft, Jr.
The subjects were asked to sign their names on the rankings,
and the rankings were collected.
In those groups in which a leader had been appointed,
the leader was taken into another room and given instructions
on how he was to lead the group discussion, the instructions
given being dependent on the leadership style he was to employ.
The instructions given to the laissez-faire leaders
were as follows:

You are a leader in name only.

Therefore.

you are nnt to attempt to lead or supervise the group in
any way.

However, you are to participate in the group dis-

cussion, i.e. you are to offer your own opinions and preferences regarding the ten political figures.
The instructions given to the supervisory leaders were:
1.

Have your group agree llpon an order of preference of
the ten prominent political figures in a thirty minute
group discussion.

2.

Do not let your group decide doubtful cases by resorting

to the use of chance, e.g. by tossing coins.
3.

Be sure that each of the political figures receives a
reasonable

~ount

of consideration by the group.
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4.

Do not let any member of the group speak without first

being recognized by you.
5.

Try to include all members of the group in the group
discussion.

You are to call on members of the group

you feel are not participating enough in the group discussion.
6.

You are to see to it that the task is performed with
reasonable
efficiency.

ex~edition

and with the greatest possible

Bring the group back to its task if it

wanders away from the subject.
7.

You are only to supervise the discussion.
to participate in it.

You are not

Therefore, you are not to offer

your own opinions or preferences regarding the political
figures.
The instructions given to the participatory leaders were:
1.

Have your group agree upon an order of preference of
the ten prominent political figures in a thirty minute
group discussion.

2.

Do not let your group decide doubtful cases by resort-

ing to the usc of chance, e.g. by tossing coins.
3.

Be sure that each of the political figures receives a
reasonable 3.""'1ount of consiueration by the group.
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4.

Do not let any member of the group speak without first

being recognized by you.
S.

Try to include all members of the group in the group
discussion.

You are to call on members of the group

you feel are not participating enough in the group
discussion.
6.

You are to see to it that the task is performed with
reasonable eY::>edition and with the greatest possible
efficiency.

Bring the group back to its task if it

wanders away from the subject.
7.

You are both to supervise and participate in the group
discussion.

You are therefore to offer your own opinions

and preferences regarding the political figures.
The instructions given to the authoritarian leaders were:
1.

Have your group agree upon an order of preference of
the ten prominent political figures in a thirty minute
group discussion.

2.

Do not let your group decide doubtful cases by resorting

to the use of chance, e.g. by tossing coins.
3.

Be sure that each of the political figures receives a
reasonable amount of consideration by the group.

1'"'
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4.

Do not let any member of the group speak

,'Ii thout first

being recognized by you.
5.

Try to include all members of the group in the group
discussion.
you

fe(~l

You are to calIon members of the group

are not par t icipat ing enough in the group

discussion.
6.

You are to see to it that the task is performed with
T.easonable expedition and with the greatest possible
efficiency.

3ring the group back to its task if it

wanders away from the subject.
7.

You are both to supervise and participate in
discussion.

tl~

group

Therefore, you are to offer your own

opinions and preferences regarding the political figures.
8.

You are expected as leader to participate in the group
disc~ssion

to a greater extent than the other members

of the group.

9.

You are to make the final decisions as to the ranking
of each of the political figures during the group discussion based upon your estimate of the preferences of
the group members (including your

O't'ffi

preferences).
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The leader was asked to reveal as little as possible
of the instructions to the other group members.
t,~

The last

points of the authoritarian leaders' instructions were

revealed to the members of the authoritarian groups, for
their cooperation vIas necessary in this matter.
After the leader had returned to the group, the group
was asked to agree upon an order of preference of the ten
political figures :'n a half hour group discussion.

For the

leader less groups there was, of cour sa, no leader, and the
group discussion began immediately af.ter the initial individual rankings were collected.

During the group discussion

each member of the group wrote down the rank of each political figure as it was decided upon.

The subjects signed

their names to the group rankings, and these rankings were
collected at the termination of the group discussion.
The members of each group were then asked for final
individual rankings, being ·asked to rank the names according to their personal preferences, just as Hey did for the
initial individual rankings.(\fter the subjects had ranked
these names and signed their rankings, the rankings were
collected.
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The subjects in each group were then asked to answer
a questionnaire designed to measure morale containing seven
qu€stions, which are as follows:
1.

Were you satisfied with the group ranking? (a) Yes
(b) No.

2.

\vas the task interesting for you? (a) Yes (b) No.

3.

Do you believe the task was

4.

Did you enjoy the task'? (a) Yes (b) No.

5.

Would you descr ibe your discussion as being, on the lV'hole:

w~rthwhile?

(a) Yes (b) No.

(a) friendly (b) hostile and antagonistic.
6.

Would you descrice yoar group as being, on the whole:
(a) interested in the task (b) indifferent to the task.

7.

Would you describe your group as

b~illg

generally:

(a) efficient and productive (b) inefficient and unproductive.
The questionnaires were then signed by the subjects and
were collected.
It was believed that these questions were self-evident
indicators of the subjects' morale or satisfaction, although
other, equally good questions could
would have served the same purpose.

hav~

been asked which

Questions having two

,.
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rather than three alternatives were used because it was
believed that an overwhelming majority of the subjects would
have chosen the "middle" alternative had there been one.
(Just as most people answer "middle class lt when asked if
they belong to the upper, middle, or lower class).

The use

of more than three alternatives would have been obviously
inappropriate for most of the questions and would also have
made the

statistic~l

analysis of the data exceedingly dif-

ficult.
STATISTICS
Each question in the questionnaire was

analy,~ed

by the

use of a chi. square for a two by five table in order to
determine whether significant differEmces existed between
the responses of the subjects in the five experinlental conditions.

Spearman rank-difference correlation coefficients

(rhos) between the initial individual ranking and the final
individual ranking were then
subjects.

comput("~d

for each of the 129

After th(: rhos had been computed, the median test

was used in order to determine whether significant differences in attitude change existed between the subjects in the
five cond.itions.

The median test involves ranking the rhos
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from highest to lowest, finding the median rho, in this case
the sixty-fifth highest rho, computing the frequencies with
which the rhos in each condition fall above or below the
median rho, and then comparing these observed frequencies
with the expected frequencies in order to determine Whether
significant differences exist between the experimental
groups.

(Siegel, 1956)

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Table 1 presents the number of rhos above and below the
median rho for each of the experimental groups.

The median

test revealed that the probability of actual or non-chance
differences between the five experimental groups was between
.70 and .50.

Thus, there were no statistically significant

differences between the five experimental groups as regards
attitude change.
Table 2 presents the responses of the five experimental
groups to the questionnaire designed to measure morale.

The

items are numbered as they were numbered in the section on
experimental procedure.

It must be noted that an "a" response

indicates high morale, and that a "b tr response indicates low
morale, as can be seen by glancing at the list of questions
in the section on experimental procedure.
The first question on the questionnaire designed to
measure the subjects' morale was:
the group ranking?

(a) Yes (b) No.

Were you satisfied with
For this question the

probability of real, i.e. non-chance differences between the
five experimental groups was found to be between .50 and .30.
35

36

The second question was:
(a) Yes (b) No.

Was the task interesting for you?

For this question the

~obability

differences was found to be between .20 and .10.
question was:
(b) No.

Do

The third

you believe the task was worthwhile? (a) Yes

For this question the probability of real differ-

ences was found to be between .50 and .30.
tion was:

of real

Did you enjoy the task?

The fourth ques-

(a) Yes (b) No.

For this

question the probability of real differences was found to be
betwaen .30 and .20.

The fifth question was:

Would you

describe your discussion as being, on the whole:
(b) hostile and antagonistic.

(a) friendly

For this question the prob-

ability of real differences was found to be between .30 and
.20.

The sixth question was:

as being, on the whole:
ferent to the task.

Would you describe your group

(a) interested in the task (b)

For this question the probability of real

differences qas found to be between .50 and .30.
and last question was:
being generally:
and unproductive.

indif~

The seventh

Would you describe your group as

(a) efficient and productive (b) i.nefficient
For this question the probability of real

differences was found to be between .50 and .30.

Thus, there

were no statistically significant differences between the five
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experimental groups as regards morale as measured by the
questionnaire.
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Table 1
The

N~ber

of Rhos Above and Below the Median Rho for Each

Experimental Group

=J~I:;:~] Auth~rit:ia~:su~rv~s';r;"p~rH<".iP'lt~rYJf;;t~-=Above I 15
~
11
! 10
14
I 14

_Be~J~~~;-r--=~;----·l 12 .

13t1~~"=

r
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Table 2
Responses of Each of the Experimental Groups to the
Questionnaire
---'-->-"r~'

j

.. _...,_._.....

Responses; Laissez. Faire

,

Participa-: Leadertory
less

i

la.

9

16

lb

17

12

28.

25

23

2b

1

5

3a

23

19

3b

3

9

4a

25

22

4b

1

6

3

7

4

Sa

26

26

22

26

23

5b

o

2

o

1

3

6a

25

21

18

23

21

6b

1

7

4

4

5

7a

21

18

14

22

20

10

8

5

6

7b

CHAPTIm V

DISCUSSION
The eXPQrimenter proposed the following three hypotheses:
(1) Different leadership styles result in diffences in
degree of attitude change.

(2) Differences in leadership

styles result in differences in the level of morale.

(3)

Authoritarian leadership leads to a lower level of morale
than the other types of leadership, namely participatory
leadership, supervisory leadership, laissez-faire leadership,
and leaderle&s group discussion.

These are the results that

one would expect to find on the basis of previo". studies,
but the present study failed to find these results, finding
instead that no significant differences existed between the
five experimental groups as regards degree of attitude change
and level of morale.

The most probable reason for the failure

of tl.a present study to find significant differences is that
the experimental manipulation of the subjects simply didn't
work.

Had there been a few minor changes in the design of

the experiment, it is very likely that significant differences
would have been found.

This statement has the support of
40
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previous studies, which found significant differences.

What

changes in experimental design would be necessary in order
to find significant differences is a rather speculative question, but some possible answers may be suggested.

Whether

an individual can be made into a certain type of leader merely
by giving him certain instructions is very questionable.

Not

all of those appointed as supervisory leaders, for example,
may actually have been acting as supervisory leaders.
is quite possible that some were acting in an

It

~uthoritarian

manner, whj.le others were acting in a participstory fashion,
while still others were acting as one would expect 1aissezfaire leaders to act.

The same principle applies to all the

types of leadership employed in the present study.

One can-

not be sure that the leaders really acted the parts or roles
they were expected to take.
Assumi.ng that many or even most of the leaders did not
function in the ways they were expected to function, the question may be raised as to why this deviation from expected
roles occurred.

Some leaders may have disregarded instructions

out of sheer laziness, others because of a lack of understanding of the instructions, and still others because they resented
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the roles they were called upon to play.

Some leaders may

have attempted to adhere to the instructions, but may have
found themselves unable to assume the type of leadership
the.y were asked to assume because of their own personality
traits.

It is also possible that the instructions themselves

did not clearly distinguish between the various leadership
styles.

It might be well for future studies of leadership

to use one or more observers to identify empirically the
leadership styles employed.

If this were done, one would

not be limited to knowing that a particular individual bad
been instructed to employ a particular type ot leadership;
one would also know whether or not that particular type of
leadership bad actually been employed.

CHAPTER VI
S{N1ARY

An experiment was conducted in order to study attitude

change and morale in small groups in relation to leadership
style.

Three hypotheses were formulated, which were:

(1) Different leadership styles result in differences in
degree of attitude change.

(2) Differences in leadership

styles result in differences in the level of morale.
(3) Authoritarian leadership leads to a lower level of morale
than the other types of leadership employed in the present
study.

Five experimental conditions were established:

a

participatory condition, a leader10ss condition, a super.
visory condition, an authoritarian condition, and a 1aissezfaire condition.

The subjects were 129 Loyola University

undergraduates of both sexes.

They were divided, by randoa

selection, in approximately equal numbers, into the five
experimental conditions. ·There were five groups, each group
consisting of four to six subjects, in each condition, the
groups being either all-male or all-female.

A leader was

appointed in each group, except in the leaderless groups, and
was given instructions as to the leadership style he was to
43
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employ with his group, the particular instructions given
being dependent on the particular leadership style he was
to employ.

The subjects in each group were then asked to

tank ten prominent political figures in an order of preference for President of the United States.

After the initial

individual rankings had been collected, the subjects in each
group produced group rankings of the political figures during a thirty minute group discussion.

After the group dis-

cussion, the subjects ,note final individual rankings and
answered a questionnaire designed to measure morale.
questionnaire data were analyzed by chi squares.

The

Spearman

rank-difference correlation coefficients (rhos) between the
initial individual ranking and the final individual ranking
were computed for each of the 129 subjects, and the median
test was then used to determine whether or not
differences existed.

~ignificant

It was found that.there were no statis-

tically significant differences between the subjects in the
five experimental conditions as regards degree of attitude
change and level of morale.

It was concluded that the most

probable reason for the failure of the present study to find
significant differences was that the experimental design was
not adequate in some respects.

r
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